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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is in response to the amendment file on, June 30, 2007. 

2. Claims 1,15, 29, 43 and 47 are amended, claims 1 1, 25, 39, 44, 59, and 60 are cancelled, claim 
63 is newly added and claims 1-10, 12-24, 26-38, 40-43, 45-58, and 61- 63 are pending. 



3. The previous objections to the specification and the drawings have been withdrawn in view of the 
amendment. 

4. The previous objections to claims 1 and 59 have been withdrawn in view of the amendment and 
cancellation, respectively. 

5. The rejection of claims 1 1, 25, 39 and 60 under 35 U.S.C. 112 second paragraph has been 
withdrawn as necessitated by the cancellation. 

6. The rejection of claims 43, 45-58, and 61-62 under 35 U.S.C. 101 has been withdrawn as 
necessitated by the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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8. Claim 63 is recites the limitation "said second application. . ." in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1, 3, 9, 12, 14-15, 17, 23, 26, 28-29, 31, 37, 40, 42-43, 46, 48, 54, 56, 58, and 61-63 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Meppelink et al. (US 5,54,069) in view of 
Suiiivan (5,737,557). 

Claims 1, 15, 29 and 43: Meppelink discloses a method, system, an electronic device and a computer 
program for determining a view route comprising at least one view and passing said view route to a view 
router from said first application (col. 4, lines 39-50), but does not disclose launching at least one view 
based on said view route and continuing said first application when at least part of said view route has 
been processed. However, Sullivan discloses a plurality of buttons, which correspond to individual 
software suite when select one of the access buttons open or launch the corresponding software (col. 5, 
lines 25 -45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include view launcher in Meppelink . One would have been motivated to do so in 
order to define dynamically new view routes while application is being executed. 
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Claims 3, 17,31 and 48: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 1, 15, 29 and 43 above, and Sullivan further discloses a plurality of icons 
which consist of views and information about the second application ( col. 5, lines 50-63). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to list 
the available resources in Me ppelink . One would have been motivated to do so in order to conveniently 
make a user aware of the available resources. 

Claims 9, 23, 37 and 54: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 15, 29 and 43 above, and Sullivan further discloses a graphical display 
element with a plurality of displayed icons (fig la &b). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include graphical display elements in 
Me ppelink . One would have been motivated to do so in order to facilitate access to resources regarding 
the various application programs. 

Claims 12, 26, 40 and 56: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 1, 15, 29 and 43 above, but do not explicitly disclose "at least part of said 
view route is specified in the memory of said electronic device". However, Meppelink does disclose a 
memory (fig. 1). Official Notice is taken that it is old and well known within the computing arts in order 
to run a program/code a portion of the memory is allocated to that particular program. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to specify the 
memory area or location of the view route. One would have been motivated to do so in order to correctly 
determine the view route. 
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Claims 14, 28, 42 and 58: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 1, 15, 29 and 43 above, and Me ppelink further discloses that the said view 
route is determined based on user actions (col. 3, lines 33-41). 

Claim 46: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a computer program as in claim 43 above, Me ppelink further 
discloses that the computer readable medium is a magnetic or optical disk (fig. 1, item 18). 

Claim 61 : Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a computer program as in claim 43 above, Me ppelink further 
discloses that the view router is implemented as a library (fig. 1, item 1 8). 

Claim 62: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a computer program as in claim 43 above, Me ppelink further 
discloses that the view router is implemented as an own application (col. 2, lines 24-40). 

Claim 63. Me ppelink discloses an electronic device, comprising: 

a first application (modules), said first application configured to determine a view route 
comprising at least one view (col. 4, lines 39-50) [I/O constitute a plurality of views or windows]; 

said second application (modules) comprising said at least one view (col. 4, lines 39-50) [I/O 
constitute a plurality of views or windows]; and 

a view router configured to process said view route (col. 4, lines 39-50), but does explicitly disclose to 
launch at least one view based on said view route and to continue said first application when at least part 
of said view route has been processed. However, Sullivan discloses a launching a financial software suite 
with a plurality of buttons, which correspond to individual software suite when select one of the access 
buttons open or launch the corresponding software (col. 5, lines 25 -45). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include view 
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launcher in Meppelink . One would have been motivated to do so in order to facilitate the user interaction 
with the device features even while application is being executed. 

11. Claims 2, 4-8, 10,13 5 16, 18-22, 24, 27, 30, 32-36, 38, 41, 45, 47, 49-50, 51-53, 55, 57, are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Me ppelink et al. (US 5,54,069) in view of 
Sullivan (5.737,557) and in further view of Bahrs (7,181,686 Bl). 

Claims 2, 16, 30 and 47: Meppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 1, 15, 29 and 43 above, but do not explicitly disclose "gathering data from 
said at least one view; and passing said data from said view router to said first application or to a 
subsequent application in said view route". However, Bahrs discloses a data collection method from user 
and processing such data (col 4, lines 20 -30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include diata collection in Meppelink . One 
would have been motivated to do so in order to simulate user actions in a reliable manner. 

Claim 4, 18, 32 and 49: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 2, 16, 30 and 47 above, but do not explicitly disclose "data is organized 
into a journal list comprising an entry for each view in said view route". Bahrs discloses diagrams that 
illustrate variables and method in view controller (col. 19, lines 1-8). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to organize data into a 
journal list in Meppelink . One would have been motivated to do so in order to facilitate the user 
interaction with different views. 
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Claims 5, 19, 33 and 50: Meppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 2, 16, 30 and 47 above, but do not explicitly disclose "data is organized 
into a list of type and value pairs". However, Bahrs discloses how view controller handles data that uses 
key-value pair data model (col. 48, lines 37-45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to organize data in value pairs in Me ppelink . 
One would have been motivated to do so in order to dynamically refresh or change the view display. 

Claims 6, 20, 34 and 51 : Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 5, 19, 33 and 50 above, but do not explicitly disclose "data type and value 
pair are in a markup language format. However, Bahrs discloses how the value pair could be XML type 
data (col.48, lines 37-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to present data as markup language in Meppelink . One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to dynamically refresh or change the view display. 

Claims 7, 21, 35 and 52: Meppelink , Sullivan and Bahrs disclose a method, system, an electronic device 
and a computer program as in claims 2, 16, 30 and 47 above, and Sullivan further discloses that the said 
view router provides a generic interface with generic methods and acts as an adapter for returning data 
from said at least one view launched to said first application or a subsequent application in said view 
chain (col. 5, lines 25-49) (Examiner note: It's inherent that closing the view of an application will 
automatically return all the data from the view to the said application). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this feature in 
Me ppelink . One would have been motivated to do so in order to have a faster data processing system. 
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Claims 8, 22, 36 and 53: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 1, 15, 29 and 43 above, but do not explicitly disclose 'said electronic 
device has a graphical user interface". However, Bahrs discloses an electronic device with user-generated 
data (col. 14, lines 1-6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include graphical user interface in Meppelink . One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to maintain and facilitate access to contextual information regarding the 
various application programs or files stored on the device. 

Claim 10, 24, 38, and 55: Me ppelink , Sullivan and Bahrs disclose a method, system, an electronic device 
and a computer program as in claims 8, 22, and 29 above, and Sullivan further discloses software suite 
window while execution begins (col. 8, lines 66-67 and col. 9, lines 1-5). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include window 
display in Me ppelink . One would have been motivated to do so in order to facilitate the normal operation 
of the device by the user. 

Claims 13, 27, 41 and 57: Meppelink and Sullivan disclose a method, system, an electronic device and a 
computer program as in claims 12, 26, 29 and 56 above, but do not explicitly disclose 'said view route is 
updated based on user actions'. However, Bahrs discloses a user input is received at a container handled 
by a view controller, wherein the user input requests a change in permissions..." (col. 3, lines 61-67). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to dynamically update view route based on user action. One would have been motivated to do so in 
order to have a user-friendly device. 
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Claim 45: Me ppelink and Sullivan disclose a computer program as in claims 43 above according to claim 
43, but do not explicitly disclose said computer readable medium is a removable memory card. However, 
Bahrs discloses a floppy disc as a type of removable readable medium (col.66, lines 30-33). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
a removable medium in Meppelink . One would have been motivated to do so in order to be more flexible 
in term of usage. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed on 06/30/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

With respect to claim 1, applicant argues: 

a). Meppelink fails to disclose or suggest "determining a view route comprising at least one 

view". 

In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that Me ppelink discloses this feature at 
(col. 4, lines 39-50) "the router 62 also routes real I/O messages between stream modules 48 and the 
window server 32". By routing I/O messages, there are views or windows associated with that particular 
method. 



b). Applicant further argues: Me ppelink fails to disclose or suggest "how to reduce the test scripts 
to yield a mere view route". 
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Examiner notes that the limitation "how to reduce the test scripts to yield a mere view route" is 
not recited in claim 1 . 

c) . Applicant further argues: Meppelink fails to disclose, "How individual views may be launched 
from an application that may offer more than one view". 

Examiner notes that the limitation "how individual views may be launched from an application 
that may offer more than one view"." is not recited in claim 1 . 

d) . Applicant further argues: Sullivan fails to disclose the features of "launching at least one view 
based on said view route and continuing said first application when at least part of said view route has 
been processed". 

In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that Sullivan discloses "launching a 
financial software suite with a plurality of software within the suite" (col. 5, lines 50-67). Each one of the 
software within that suite contains a plurality of views or windows that need to be processed while being 
displayed to the user. 

e) . Applicant further argues: Sullivan fails to disclose or suggest the feature of "launching at least 
one view based on said view route". 



In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that Sullivan discloses "launching a 
financial software suite with a plurality of software within the suite" (col. 5, lines 50-67). Each one of the 



Application/Control Number: 10/694,568 Page 11 

Art Unit: 2178 

software within that suite contains a plurality of views or windows that need to be processed while being 
displayed to the user. 

f) . Applicant further argues: Sullivan fails to disclose the feature of "continuing said first 
application when at least part of said view route has been processed". 

In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that Sullivan discloses "launching a 
financial software suite with a plurality of software within the suite" (col. 5, lines 50-67). Each one of the 
software within that suite contains a plurality of views or windows that need to be processed while being 
displayed to the user. 

g) . Applicant further argues: Sullivan fails to disclose what the first application to be 
continued is and how the continuing of an application is associated with the processing of at least 
part of a view route. 

In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that Sullivan discloses "each of the icons 
represent an item comprising the software suite " (col. 5, lines 50-67). Each one of the software within 
that suite contains a plurality of views or windows that need to be processed while being displayed to the 
user. 

h) . Applicant further argues: Sullivan fails to disclose or suggest a motivation for combining the 
features of launching at least one view based on the view route and continuing said first application when 
at least part of said view route has been processed. 
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In response, examiner refers applicant to motivation provided in claim 1 . 

i). Applicant further argues: Bahrs fails to disclose or suggest "gathering data from said at least 
one view; and passing said data from said view router to said first application or to a subsequent 
application in said view route." 

In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that Bahrs clearly discloses "data is 
collected from an interface where an event is sent to a first application mediator and to a second 
application " (col. 4, lines 20-30). 

Conclusion 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure, 
a. Brendle (US 2003/0222919 Al) discloses displaying views on computer. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Phenuel S. Salomon whose telephone number is (571) 270-1699. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M.(Alternate Friday Off) EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272 4124. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-3800. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer 
Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
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CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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